REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 



In the Final Official Action, claims 11-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the written description requirement. Claims 1 1-20 were 
also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite. Claims 1 1-20 were 
further rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over GRAZIANO et al. (U.S. 
Patent Application Publication No. 2002/01 11698 Al) in view of NISHI (U.S. Patent 
Application Publication No. 2002/0055977 Al) and KIM et al. (U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2004/0006647 Al). 

Upon entry of the present amendment, claims 1 1, 15, and 19-20 have been amended. 
Claims 1-10 were previously cancelled. Thus, claims 1 1-20 are currently pending for 
consideration by the Examiner. 

Pursuant to M.P.E.P. § 714.13, Applicants contend that entry of the present amendment is 
appropriate because the proposed amended claims avoid the rejections set forth in the Final 
Official Action, resulting in the application being placed in condition for allowance, or 
alternatively, the revised claims place the application in better condition for purposes of appeal 
to the Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences. Furthermore, the revised claims do not present 
any new issues that would require any further consideration or search by the Examiner, and the 
amendment does not present any additional claims. Accordingly, entry of the present 
amendment is respectfully requested. 

Claims 1 1-20 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. More specifically, the Final Official Action asserted 
that the addition of the term "uninterrupted" to independent claims 1 1 and 15 by the previous 
amendment was not disclosed in the specification. Applicants submit that each of independent 
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claims 1 1 and 15 has been amended to delete the term "uninterrupted". Accordingly, Applicants 
respecttlilly request that the rejection of claims 1 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, first paragraph, be 
withdrawn. 

Claims 1 1-20 were also rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite. More specifically, the Final Official Action asserted that the addition of the term 
"uninterrupted" to independent claims 1 1 and 15 by the previous amendment renders the claims 
indefinite. Applicants submit that each of independent claims 1 1 and 15 has been amended to 
delete the term "uninterrupted". Accordingly, Applicants respectfiilly request that the rejection 
of claims 1 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph, also be withdrawn. 

Claims 1 1-20 were further rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
GRAZIANO in view of NISHI and KIM. With regard to independent claims 1 1 and 15, the 
Final Official Action asserts that GRAZIANO discloses most of the features of claims 11 and 1 5, 
primarily citing GRAZIANO's Figures 1 and 6, and the corresponding descriptions. The Final 
Official Action acknowledges that GRAZIANO fails to disclose acquiring a current address of 
the remotely-controlled device at constant time intervals. However, the Final Official Action 
asserts that NISHI discloses this feature, primarily citing NISHI's Figures 1 , 6, and 7, and the 
corresponding descriptions. The Final Official Action further acknowledges that both 
GRAZIANO and NISHI fail to disclose that the remote controller associates the current 
changeable address of the remotely controlled device with a fixed identification number of the 
remotely-controlled device that is stored in the address memory. Nevertheless, the Final Official 
Action asserts that KIM discloses this feature, primarily citing KIM's Figure 1, and the 
corresponding description. The Final Official Action then asserts that independent claims 1 1 and 
1 5 are obvious. 
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Contrary to the assertions made in the Final Official Action, Applicants respectfully 
submit that the specific combination of features recited in amended independent claims 1 1 and 
1 5 would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, in 
view of GRAZIANO, NISHI, and KIM, for at least two primary reasons. First, Applicants 
submit that the Final Official Action has impermissibly resorted to hindsight reconstruction in 
formulating the asserted rejection of independent claims 1 1 and 15. Secondly, Applicants submit 
that even if GRAZIANO, NISHI, and KIM are properly combination (which Applicants dispute), 
GRAZIANO, NISHI, and KIM fail to disclose or render obvious the specific combination of 
features recited in independent claims 1 1 and 15. 

The Final Official Action has impermissibly resorted to hindsight reconstruction in 
formulating the asserted rejection of independent claims 1 1 and 15 . Applicants submit that the 
Final Official Action has impermissibly pieced together three distinct references in a piecemeal 
manner using impermissible hindsight reasoning and Applicants' disclosure as a guide in 
formulating the rejection. Applicants also submit that the Final Official Action has not provided 
a convincing line of reasoning why one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
would have combined GRAZIANO, NISHI, AND KIM in the very specific and particular 
marmer asserted. 

Furthermore, Applicants submit that the obviousness rationale asserted in the Final 
Official Action is improper because the rationale goes significantly bevond the knowledge that 
was within the level of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, and was based on the 
description of the invention provided in Applicants' disclosure. Applicants submit that without 
using Applicants' disclosure as a roadmap, one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention would not have pieced the three distinct references together in the manner asserted. 
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given the relatively limitless number of possible configurations that would have been presented 
to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, 

GRAZIANO. NISHI. and KIM fail to disclose or render obvious the specific combination 
of features recited in independent claims 1 1 and 15 . Applicants submit that the combination of 
GRAZIANO, NISHI, and KIM do not disclose or render obvious all of the features recited in 
independent claims 11 and 15. For instance, with respect to independent claim 1 1, Applicants 
submit that the applied references cited above fail to disclose or render obvious the claim feature 
that recites a first communication interface operable to transmit, through the network at constant 
time intervals to the remotely-controlled device based on the current changeable address stored 
in the address storage, a status notification request. 

With regard to this particular feature of independent claim 11, the Final Official Action 
asserts that GRAZIANO discloses this feature by GRAZIANO's home configuration information 
including a daytime state, evening state, and night state, such that the host system transmits 
information "at times specified by user, hence transmitting status request at constant times" 
(emphasis added). See Final Official Action, page 5, lines 15-21. Applicants respectfully submit 
that GRAZIANO's transmissions indicating a daytime state, evening state, and night state at 
constant times is distinctly different fi-om the above-cited features of independent claim 1 1 for 
several reasons. 

For instance, claim 1 1 explicitly recites that the status notification requests are 
transmitted at constant time intervals, not at GRAZIANO's constant times , as asserted in the 
Final Official Action. Additionally, GRAZIANO's transmission of an instruction directing the 
controlled device to switch to a different state, i.e.. davtime state, evening state, or night state, is 
not a status notification request, but rather a directive . Thus, Applicants respectfully submit that 
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the Final Official Action's assertions that GRAZIANO's different states disclose the above-cited 
features of independent claim 1 1 are incorrect for at least the reasons discussed above. 
Furthermore, Applicants submit that it naturally follows that since GRAZIANO does not 
transmit status notification requests at constant time intervals, GRAZIANO does not send status 
information at constant time intervals in response to the status notification requests at constant 
time intervals, as recited in claim 11. 

Additionally, the Final Official Action acknowledges that GRAZIANO fails to disclose 
the remote controller acquiring a current changeable address of the remotely-controlled device at 
constant time intervals. See Final Official Action, page 6, lines 13-14. However, the Final 
Official Action asserts that NISHI discloses this feature reasoning that since NISHI discloses the 
transmission of state information from the electronic equipment (2) to the remote control server 
(1) at a predetermined timing, that "it will also receive the current address of the device on the 
network, because in order to differentiate the device from plurality of devices remote control 
server 1 will need the device's address". See Final Official Action, page 7, lines 8-11. 

Contrary to the assertion, Applicants respectftilly submit that the Final Official Action 
has provided no evidentiary support for this unsubstantiated assertion, and is merely guessing at 
how NISHI's system functions. Applicants submit that NISHI does not disclose that that the 
remote control server is operable to acquire and store a current changeable address of the 
remotely-controlled device on the network received from the remotely-controlled devic , which 
sends the current changeable address through the network at constant time intervals, as is 
explicitly recited in independent claim 1 1 . Applicants further submit that NISHI provides no 
disclosure of acquiring and storing the current changeable address of the remotely-controlled 
device , let alone acquiring and storing the current changeable address of the remotely controlled 
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device at constant time intervals . Applicants submit that NISHI's system could function in many 
different ways, and that NISHI's does not need a current changeable address of a particular 
device to identify the origin of the state information, since NISHI's system already knows which 
device will be sending state information at a predetermined time. Thus, for at least the reasons 
discussed above, Applicants submit that NISHI fails to disclose the above-cited feature of 
independent claim 1 1 . 

Furthermore, Applicants submit that the deficiencies of GRAZIANO and NISHI are not 
remedied by KIM. Applicants also submit that KIM teaches away from the features recited in 
independent claim 1. Applicants submit that KIM's discloses his home server (300) periodically 
sending an "alive message" to the central portal server (100) for the purpose of maintaining a 
connection of a secured socket of the central portal server (100). Applicants submit that KIM's 
"alive message" disclosure teaches away from the features recited in claim 11, since KIM uses 
the alive messages for maintaining a communication connection, whereas claim 1 1 explicitly 
requires that the current changeable address stored in the address storage is integrated in the 
claimed remote controller, such that the remote controller constantly utilizes the current 
changeable address to send the status notification requests at the specified constant time 
intervals. 

For at least the reasons discussed above, Applicants submit that independent claim 1 1 
would not have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention, in 
view of the combination of GRAZIANO, NISHI, and KIM. Additionally, Applicants submit that 
independent method claim 15 is also patentable for reasons similar to independent claim 11, 
since claim 1 5 recites features similar to the features recited in claim 1 1 . Furthermore, 
Applicants submit that claims 12-14 and 19, which depend upon independent claim 1 1, and 

{P27691 00817030.DOC} 

11 



claims 16-1 8 and 20, which depend upon independent claim 15, are patentable for at least the 
reasons discussed above, and further for the additional features recited therein. Accordingly, 
Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of claims 1 1-20 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a), as 
being unpatentable over GRAZIANO in view of NISHI and KIM, be withdrawn.. 
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SUMMARY 



From the amendments, arguments, and remarks provided above, Applicants submit that 
ail of the pending claims in the present amendment are patentable over the references cited by 
the Examiner, either alone or in any proper combination. Accordingly, reconsideration of the 
outstanding Final Official Action is respectfiilly requested, and an indication of the allowance of 
claims 11 -20 is now believed to be appropriate. 

Applicants note that this amendment is being made to advance prosecution of the 
application to allowance, and should not be considered as surrendering equivalents of the 
territory between the claims prior to the present amendment and the amended claims. Further, 
no acquiescence as to the propriety of the Examiner's rejections is made by the present 
amendment. All other amendments to the claims which have been made in this amendment, and 
which have not been specifically noted to overcome a rejection based upon the prior art, should 
be considered to have been made for a purpose unrelated to patentability, and no estoppel should 
be deemed to attach thereto. 

Should the Examiner have any questions, the Examiner is invited to contact the 
undersigned at the below-listed telephone number. 



Respectfully Submitted, 
Koji HIROSE et al. 




Reg. No. 29,027 



November 16, 2009 

GREENBLUM & BERNSTEIN, P.L.C. 

1950 Roland Clarke Place 

Reston, VA20191 

(703)716-1191 



Gary V. Harkcom 
Reg. No. 62,956 
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